



The Faculty of Humanities, Social Sciences and Education 
Physical Work Environments for Creativity 
A literature review investigating the relationship between organisational 
creativity and the physical work environment. 
—	
Sarah Beattie Løkke 























social	 aspects	 of	 an	 organisation.	 While	 designing	 office	 buildings	 throughout	 Norway,	 I	
wondered	how	the	physical	framework	of	an	organisation	can	affect	the	way	people	work;	
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either	 on	 empiricism	 and	 instrumental	 perspectives,	 or	 upon	 symbolic	 relationships	 of	
indirect	influence.	Despite	this	variation	it	was	unanimously	documented	that	the	physical	
work	environment	can	 influence	creativity.	Elements	of	 the	physical	workplace	 that	were	
shown	to	affect	creativity	include	those	that	govern	basic	working	conditions,	such	as	light,	
temperature,	 sound,	 and	 space;	 a	 variation	 of	 spaces,	 ideally	 balancing	 team	 and	 private	
spaces,	work	and	relaxation	or	fun;	and	an	overall	level	of	aesthetics	and	interior	design.	The	
reliability	of	available	literature	on	this	topic	is	limited	by	the	subjectivity	and	complexity	of	














































natural	 versus	 artificial	 lighting	 or	 open	 plan	 office	 designs	 (Ashkanasy,	 2014;	 Clements-
Croome,	2005).	As	an	architect	I	began	to	wonder	what	the	role	of	the	physical	workplace	has	








empirical	 studies	 conducted	within	 actual	 organisations,	 or	 are	 they	drawing	 conclusions	
based	 solely	 on	 assumptions	 of	 how	 creativity	 can	 be	 influenced?	 There	 appears	 to	 be	
relatively	few	academic	studies	that	have	attempted	to	substantiate	these	assumptions	and	
claims	(Kallio	et	al.,	2015),	and	this	thesis	aims	to	identify	and	examine	the	evidence-based	
research	 exploring	 creativity	 and	 its	 physical	 workplace	 context.	 As	 a	 foundation	 for	











Ceylan,	 2011).	 Organisational	 creativity	 occurs	 within	 the	 complex	 social	 system	 of	 an	
organisation,	and	is	 influenced	by	 individual,	group	or	organisational	 level	 factors	(Styhre	
and	Sundgren,	2005).	These	factors	include	the	organisational	culture	and	climate	(Dobni,	
2008),	that	affect	creativity	not	only	through	social	constructs	such	as	policies	and	practises,	
but	 through	 the	 work	 environment	 and	 organisational	 culture	 and	 climate.	 Due	 to	 this	





be	 a	 powerful	 resource	 for	 an	 organisation	 to	 support	 their	 strategy	 and	 improve	
performance	(Levin,	2005).	It	creates	a	framework	for	how	people	work,	and	can	promote	or	
inhibit	 particular	 aspects	 of	 employee	 behaviour	 and	 influence	 an	 organisation’s	 results	
(Becker	and	Steele,	1995).	The	work	environment	has	traditionally	been	explored	from	the	








































organisation’s	 external	 environment,	 and	 the	 possible	 changing	 fashions	within	 it	 (Røvik	
1998).	 In	addition	to	uncovering	assumptions	and	 lifting	 information	out	of	 its	contextual	
framework,	this	theoretical	grounding	gives	this	thesis	direction,	allows	for	the	formation	of	
expectations,	 and	 assists	 in	 the	 development	 of	 analytical	 frameworks	 (Thagaard,	 1998).	
Utilising	 these	 organisational	 perspectives	 will	 provide	 a	 richer	 and	 more	 complete	


















Chapter	7	 concludes	 the	 thesis	 and	presents	 a	 summary	of	 the	 findings	 in	 relation	 to	 the	












Creativity	 is	 difficult	 to	 define	 and	 quantify	 in	 academic	 studies	 (Dahlen,	 2008)	 and	 is	









Creativity	 is	…	an	attribute	of	 individuals...	The	social	and	cultural	conditions,	 interacting	with	
individual	 potentialities,	 brought	 about	 by	 the	 objects	 and	 behaviours	 we	 call	 creative.	
(Csikszentmihályi,	1994,	p.	144)	
These	 dissimilar	 descriptions	 reveal	 how	 subjective	 creativity	 is,	 and	 it	 is	 often	 this	
subjectivity	 that	 makes	 creativity	 so	 challenging	 to	 quantify	 (Martens,	 2011).	 These	
definitions	 also	 illustrate	 creativity’s	 complex	 and	 dynamic	 nature.	 Either	 the	 creative	










understand	 that	 it	 is	 within	 this	 central	 step,	 the	 creative	 process,	 that	 external	
environmental	conditions	have	the	greatest	potential	to	influence	creativity.	The	variety	and	






relationship	 between	 creativity	 and	 innovation	 is	 also	 reflective;	 the	 implementation	 of	
innovations	 also	 has	 the	 potential	 to	 affect	 the	motivation	 and	 generation	 of	 new	 ideas.	
Successful	innovation	may	also	come	from	ideas	that	come	outside	an	organisation,	such	as	
technology	transfer.	Despite	these	additional	sources	of	innovation,	internal	creativity	in	an	
organisation	 is	 a	 key	 factor	 in	 the	 generation	 of	 new	 and	 useful	 ideas,	 and	 creativity	 is	





Woodman	et	al.	 (1993)	claim	that	creativity	 is	 the	product	of	a	person's	behaviour	 in	any	
given	context,	and	propose	the	“Interaction	Model	for	Creativity”,	where	a	company's	creative	
results	 are	 based	 on	 individual’s	 interactions	 and	 relationships	 within	 the	 organization.	















of	 challenges	 and	 interest	 in	work,	 individual	work	 or	 teamwork,	 and	 communication	 of	
goals.	 While	 the	 majority	 of	 these	 factors	 can	 again	 be	 seen	 as	 social-organisational	
characteristics,	the	physical	work	environment	is	also	described	as	an	element	that	can	either	
promote	or	block	creativity.	
Similarly,	 both	 Sternberg	 and	 Lubart's	 “Investment	 Theory	 of	 Creativity	 (1991)	 and	
Csikszentmihályi	 and	 Sawyer’s	 “System	 Theory”	 (1995)	 discuss	 qualities	 that	 can	 affect	
creativity,	 and	while	 social-organisational	 characteristics	 such	 as	 personality,	 intelligence	
and	motivation	are	continually	emphasised,	the	physical	work	environment	is	again	briefly	
referred	to	as	an	additional	factor	of	influence	to	organisational	creativity.	Csikszentmihályi	
and	 Sawyer	 (1995)	 make	 the	 additional	 point	 that	 the	 focus	 should	 be	 shifted	 from	
characteristics	that	relate	to	the	individual	to	workplace	conditions,	because	it	is	much	easier	
for	 management	 to	 change	 these	 conditions	 than,	 for	 example,	 trying	 to	 influence	 an	
employee’s	personality	or	intelligence.	
While	focusing	on	different	and	specific	aspects	of	creative	behaviour,	all	of	these	theories	
























Figure	 2.2	 graphically	 displays	 how	 the	 environmental	 context	 can	 influence	 creativity	
through	impacting	the	creative	process	step.	It	is	in	this	“active”	phase	of	creativity	that	the	










theories	 of	 organisational	 creativity	 discussed	 above	 suggest	 that	 the	 physical	 office	
environment	 can	 indeed	 impact	 workplace	 creativity.	 The	 existing	 literature	 on	
organisational	creativity,	however,	does	not	discuss	the	physical	workplace	in	enough	detail	
to	 give	 any	 expectations	 of	 what	 particular	 aspects	 could	 promote	 or	 inhibit	 creative	






























The	physical	work	environment	 can	be	defined	as	 the	 surrounding	physical	 conditions	 in	












These	 studies	 are	of	 interest	 to	 this	 thesis	 as	 it	 is	 reasonable	 to	 assume	 that	workspaces	
optimising	wellbeing	 or	 productivity	will	 have	 a	 great	 deal	 in	 common	with	 a	workplace	
designed	for	optimal	creativity	(Amabile,	1996).	Many	of	the	same	basic	requirements	must	
be	fulfilled	for	both	productive	and	creative	work,	and	the	factors	or	physical	elements	that	






furniture,	 indoor	 plants/flowers,	 calming	 or	 inspiring	 colours,	 privacy,	 window	 views,	
lighting,	indoor	climate,	sounds,	smells	and	building	layout.	While	many	of	these	elements	






Further	 instrumental	 studies	examine	how	the	physical	workspace	can	 influence	decision	
making,	 group	 collaboration	 and	 worker	 interactions.	 Physical	 space	 and	 distance	 are	
documented	to	be	crucial	to	communication	(Allen,	1977;	Hatch,	1987;	Oldham	and	Brass,	
1979),	 where	 an	 increased	 distance	 of	 only	 several	metres	 often	 decreases	 spontaneous	
interactions	 and	 all	 forms	 of	 communication.	 Physical	 barriers,	 however,	 have	 been	
documented	 to	 have	 mixed	 effects,	 with	 some	 studies	 suggesting	 increased	 individual	
communication	occurs	in	walled	or	heavily	partitioned	office	settings	(Hatch,	1987,	1990),	
possibly	due	 to	 increased	privacy	or	 less	external	distractions	 (Oldham	and	Brass,	1979).	
























This	existing	basis	of	 literature	on	physical	work	environments	allows	 for	 the	creation	of	
expectations	 for	 this	 thesis’	 main	 research	 question,	 including	 elements	 of	 the	 physical	
workplace	that	could	affect	creativity.	Workplace	creativity	could	be	affected	by	interactions,	
communications,	privacy	and	an	individual’s	perceptions	and	feelings	at	work,	and	therefore	
either	 supported	 or	 hindered	 by	 the	 physical	 work	 setting.	 The	 symbolism	 of	 a	 physical	
workplace	environment	reflects	underlying	values	and	assumptions	within	the	organisation	







This	 chapter	 has	 discussed	 how	 creativity	 can	 be	 defined	 and	 formed	 into	 an	 academic	
concept,	 including	 how	 theories	 of	 organisational	 creativity	 have	 distinguished	 between	
social	and	physical	environmental	influences.	The	study	of	the	physical	work	environment	
has	 documented	 that	 it	 can	 dramatically	 influence	 an	 organisation,	 and	 specific	 elements	









This	 chapter	 discusses	 the	 organisational	 theoretic	 perspectives	 of	 instrumentalism	 and	
symbolism,	 which	 have	 been	 chosen	 to	 help	 cultivate	 a	 conceptual	 and	 academic	
understanding	of	 the	relationship	between	creativity	and	 the	physical	work	environment.	
Grounding	 this	 thesis	 in	 two	 viewpoints	 offers	 several	 key	 advantages:	 (1)	 it	 delivers	 a	
theoretical	foundation	with	the	potential	to	give	the	study	direction,	(2)	it	forms	the	basis	for	
the	 research	 questions,	 and	 (3)	 it	 assists	 in	 the	 development	 of	 analytical	 frameworks	
(Thagaard,	1998).	Both	concepts	will	be	explored,	and	the	chapter	concludes	with	a	summary	






within	 scientific	 management;	 the	 rationality,	 hierarchy	 and	 divisions	 of	 labour	 within	
classical	bureaucracy	theory;	and	classical	administration	theory	(Christensen	et	al.,	2015).	
The	 central	 idea	 is	 that	 organisations	 are	 tools	 for	 the	 effective	 generation	 of	 goods	 and	
services	(Røvik,	1998).	Organisations	have	no	intrinsic	value	in	themselves,	and	are	reduced	
to	 instruments	 to	 achieve	 specific	 goals	 that	 have	 been	 deemed	 important	 by	 society	
(Christensen	et	al.,	2015).	These	goals	are	usually	rationally	predetermined	by	management,	
but	can	also	be	influenced	by	environmental	factors.	
From	 the	 instrumental	 perspective	 different	 organisations	 can	 be	 perceived	 as	 relatively	
similar	systems;	working	in	comparable	ways,	facing	the	same	problems,	and	thus	requiring	
the	same	solutions	(Røvik,	2007).	This	creates	the	expectation	that	the	relationship	between	
creativity	 and	 the	 physical	 work	 environment	 will	 work	 in	 a	 similar	 way	 within	 most	







such	concept	 that	gained	popularity	 in	 the	1980’s	and	 is	 still	 gathering	momentum	today	
(Shalley	 and	 Zhou,	 2008).	 The	 value	 of	 the	 physical	 workplace	 can	 also	 be	 perceived	 as	








2007)	 and	 adequate	 political	 and	 social	 control	 (Christensen	 et	 al.,	 2015).	 Due	 to	 the	
rationality	in	this	process	and	that	new	concepts	have	generally	already	been	proven	to	be	
successful	 in	 practise,	 the	 effects	 of	 attempted	 change	 will	 normally	 be	 as	 expected	
(Christensen	 et	 al.,	 2015).	 Concepts	 usually	 require	 little	 adaptation	 and	 are	 highly	
transferrable	 from	 one	 organisation	 to	 another	 due	 to	 the	 relative	 similarity	 between	









According	 to	 the	 symbolic	 perspective	 organisations	 occur	 in	 surroundings	 comprised	 of	
socially	created	standards	and	conventions	that	then	dictate	the	operation	and	design	of	the	
organisation	 (Røvik	 1998).	 The	 resultant	 form	 of	 an	 organisation	 is	 based	 on	 its	
interpretation	of	these	norms	and	conventions.	These	standards	of	organisational	design	can	




a	 common	 and	 accepted	 practise	 that	 organisations	 adopt	 and	 incorporate	 prevailing	
systems	and	procedures	from	this	external	environment	(Meyer	and	Rowan,	1977).	These	
externally	 dictated	 conventions	 and	 standards	 are	 also	 constantly	 changing,	 and	 even	
institutional	surroundings	are	therefore	highly	unstable	(Røvik	1998).	
Within	this	perspective,	concepts	or	practises	can	be	viewed	as	meaningful	symbols	(Røvik	
1998),	where	 their	value	 lies	 far	beyond	 the	practical	 solutions	 they	may	offer.	Following	
current	 institutionalised	 fashions	 is	 necessary	 for	 competitive	 advantage,	 and	 failure	 to	
comply	 with	 environmental	 expectations	 can	 set	 an	 entire	 organisation’s	 legitimacy	 in	
question	(Brunsson	2006).		The	legitimising	potential	of	popular	concepts	or	practises	does	
not,	however,	mean	that	they	are	effective	tools	or	offer	evidence-based	results.	It	is	also	this	
lack	 of	 documentation	 supporting	 their	 performance	 that	 characterises	 socially	 created	
concepts	or	practises	as	symbols.		
An	 example	 of	 the	 symbolic	 perspective	 at	 play	 within	 the	 field	 of	 physical	 work	
environments	can	be	seen	within	the	use	of	open	plan	offices.	Traditional	office	design	in	the	
twentieth	 century	 used	 physical	 barriers	 such	 as	 walls,	 partitions	 and	 doors	 to	 define	
managerial	 status	and	support	 individual	decision	making	 (Becker	and	Steele,	1995).	The	








performance,	 and	 even	 in	 some	 cases,	 reduced	 face	 to	 face	 interactions	 (Bernstein	 and	
























These	evolving	environmental	 conventions	have	 inherently	 impacted	 the	 selection	of	 this	















































































































The	 purpose	 of	 this	 search	 is	 to	 compile	 an	 extensive	 list	 of	 sources	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	
conduct	 a	 reliable,	unbiased	and	 contemporary	 literature	 review.	The	 following	 steps	are	
summarised	within	Appendix	Table	1	and	the	number	of	sources	 identified	 in	each	step	 is	
listed.	
Step	1	-	Initial	Database	Search	(374	000	sources)	
BIBSYS,	 an	 administrative	 agency	 established	 and	 run	 by	 the	 Ministry	 of	 Education	 and	
Research	in	Norway,	provides	a	unified	search	service,	Oria,	for	the	entire	material	available	
at	 Norwegian	 educational	 and	 public	 libraries.	 The	 breadth	 and	 ability	 to	 control	 search	




























transfer	 through	 direct	 and	 indirect	 observation	 or	 experience,	 and	 thus	 offer	 many	




design	 as	 a	 whole,	 or	 particular	 features	 of	 it,	 actually	 promote	 creativity.	 In	 order	 to	






The	 identification	 of	 initial	 material	 allows	 for	 the	 discovery	 of	 further	 relevant	 sources	
through	looking	at	the	articles	cited	within	these	articles	and	using	citation	tracking	to	see	


















Appendix	Table	 4	 displays	 the	 initial	 selection	 of	 43	 articles	 compiled	 through	 the	 search	
process	and	the	results	of	several	key	questions	from	the	feature	map,	primarily	pertaining	














or	 to	 creativity,	 as	 assessed	within	 part	 3	 of	 the	 feature	map.	 Eight	 further	 articles	were	
judged	to	be	too	specific,	typically	focusing	on	only	one	particular	aspect	of	the	physical	work	
environment	 such	 as	 lighting	 or	 indoor	 plants.	 While	 these	 articles	 contain	 important	
supplementary	 information,	 they	were	 not	 deemed	 relevant	 enough	 to	 be	 considered	 as	
primary	literature.		
Finally,	 several	 articles	 were	 excluded	 due	 to	 the	 data	 used	 within	 their	 research,	 as	
considered	within	parts	4	and	5	of	the	feature	map.	Two	articles	displayed	little	empirical	
data,	one	article	(Puccio	et	al.,	2000)	was	excluded	because	the	data	that	it	used	as	part	of	it’s	










the	 organisations	 upon	 which	 their	 research	 is	 based.	 The	 chapter	 will	 continue	 with	 a	
discussion	 of	 this	material	 as	 a	 whole,	 their	 relevance	 to	 the	 research	 question,	 and	 the	
theoretical	 perspectives	 that	 are	 both	 consciously	 and	 inadvertently	 used	 within	 the	




The	 selected	 literature	 consists	 of	 18	 international	 peer-reviewed	 journal	 articles.	 The	
validity,	reliability	and	relevance	of	these	sources	has	been	deemed	sufficient	as	discussed	

























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































one	organisation	at	 several	points	 in	 time	and	documenting	 if	 a	 change	 in	physical	 space	
influences	perceived	creativity.	
The	second	set	of	articles	(Bisadi	et	al.,	2012;	Haner,	2005;	Lewis	&	Moultrie,	2005	and	Van	
der	 Lugt	 et	 al.,	 2007)	 examines	 spaces	 designed	 specifically	 for	 creative	 work,	 such	 as	
innovation	laboratories.	
The	most	common	research	design	involves	analysing	organisation’s	workspaces	for	their	
creative	 potential	 in	 cross	 sectional	 studies.	 These	 studies	 are	 conducted	 with	 both	
quantitative	(e.g.	Dul	and	Ceylan	2014;	Lukerman	&	Burgess-Limerick,	2013)	and	qualitative	
(e.g.	 Lee,	 2016;	Martens,	 2011)	 research	 designs.	 These	 studies	 often	 include	 substantial	
discussions	of	physical	workplace	features	believed	to	promote	or	inhibit	creativity.	
The	 final	group	of	articles	 involves	studying	photographs	of	workspaces	 instead	of	actual	
organisations	(Ceylan	et	al.,	2008;	De	Paoli	et	al.,	2017;	McCoy	&	Evans,	2002).	This	research	











As	 discussed	 in	 Chapters	 1	 and	 2	 it	 is	 challenging	 to	 measure	 subjective	 and	 individual	
qualities	such	as	creativity	and	physical	settings,	and	this	is	reflected	in	the	literature.	Many	
sources	consider	only	 individuals’	 self-perceived	creative	performance,	and	relatively	 few	
studies	have	attempted	to	look	at	creativity	at	an	organisational	level.	Often	the	author’s	own	






provide	 a	 firm	 score.	 Both	 methods	 have	 strengths	 and	 weaknesses,	 and	 are	 open	 to	
individual	 interpretations	and	bias.	 	These	difficulties	highlight	the	challenges	faced	when	
subjective	 and	 essentially	 qualitative	 concepts	 such	 as	 creativity	 and	 the	 influence	 that	








temperature	 and	 sound.	 Relationships	 between	 the	 physical	 office	 environment	 and	
creativity	are	proven	to	do	so	in	practise	in	these	studies,	and	we	can	see	that	the	relationship	
between	creativity	and	the	physical	work	environment	is	thought	to	work	in	a	similar	way	
within	 most	 organisations,	 and	 that	 elements	 of	 the	 physical	 workplace	 are	 assumed	 to	
universally	either	promote	or	inhibit	creativity.	
Conversely,	 symbolism	 can	 be	 seen	 in	 studies	 where	 a	 relationship	 is	 assumed	 to	 exist	
between	the	physical	office	environment	and	creativity	because	it	is	normally	accepted	to	do	
so.	 Increase	 in	 interest	 surrounding	 both	 the	 physical	 office	 environment	 and	workplace	
creativity	 suggests	 that	 they	 are	 both	 fashions	 within	 the	 current	 organisational	
environment;	and	with	successful	 implementation	they	become	symbols	of	 legitimacy	and	
	 32	
success	 for	an	organisation.	Elements	of	 the	physical	workplace	are	 important	symbols	to	




All	 eighteen	 of	 the	 selected	 literature	 sources	 are	 relevant	 to	 both	 research	 questions,	
suggesting	that	the	exploration	of	physical	environmental	influences	in	the	workplace	upon	
creativity	 cannot	 occur	 without	 investigating	 how	 this	 process	 occurs	 and	 thereby	 what	
factors	within	the	environment	promote	or	inhibit	creativity.	The	two	parts	of	the	research	
question	therefore	appear	to	be	dependent	upon	each	other,	and	even	studies	focusing	on	
only	 one	 section,	 for	 example	 discussing	 specific	 physical	 conditions	 (e.g.	 Lukerman	 and	









The	 second	 article	 (Kallio	 et	 al.,	 2015)	 discusses	 the	 symbolic	 value	 that	 the	 physical	




The	 Impact	 of	 a	 Creativity-supporting	 Work	 Environment	 on	 a	 Firm’s	 Product	
Innovation	Performance	(Dul	and	Ceylan,	2014)	
Jan	Dul	is	a	Professor	of	Technology	and	Human	Factors	at	the	Erasmus	University	Rotterdam	
in	 the	 Netherlands	while	 Canan	 Ceylan	 is	 an	 associate	 professor	 at	 Uludag	 University	 in	
Turkey.	They	have	authored	or	co-authored	over	8	publications	focusing	on	creativity	and	its	
	 33	






This	 article	 studies	 the	 relationship	 between	 the	 creativity	 supporting	 capabilities	 of	 an	
organisation’s	work	environment	and	creative	performance	through	individually	assessing	
variables.	 Firstly,	 a	 system	 for	 evaluating	 the	 creativity	 supporting	 potential	 of	 work	
environments	 was	 constructed,	 measuring	 9	 socio-organisational	 and	 12	 physical	
environmental	 variables	 on	 a	 seven-point	 scale.	 Key	 informants	 from	 within	 human	
resources	and	management	were	selected	to	complete	questionnaires,	and	all	variables	were	
assessed	 at	 a	 firm	 level	 in	 order	 to	 thereby	 consider	 the	 workplace	 environment	 at	 an	
organisational	level.		
The	selection	and	importance	of	these	12	physical	environmental	variables	primarily	takes	
place	 in	 earlier	 works	 by	 these	 authors	 (Ceylan	 et	 al.,	 2008;	 Dul	 and	 Ceylan,	 2011)	 and	
includes	 furniture,	 indoor	 plants	 and	 flowers,	 calming	 colours,	 inspiring	 colours,	 privacy,	
window	 views	 to	 nature,	 any	 window	 views,	 quantity	 of	 light,	 daylight,	 indoor	 physical	
climate,	sound	(positive	sound)	and	smell	(positive	smell).	It	is	interesting	to	note	that	the	







market,	 and	 new	 product	 success;	 the	 percentage	 of	 the	 firm’s	 sales	 from	 new	 products.	
These	values	were	quantified	on	two	five-point	scales	with	an	observed	range	from	2	to	10,	
and	 a	 mean	 score	 of	 6.5.	 Further	 control	 variables	 such	 as	 organisation	 age,	 size	 and	




creativity	 and	 product	 innovation	 performance.	 A	 regression	 analysis	 of	 the	 creativity	
supporting	work	environment	on	new	product	productivity	shows	a	regression	coefficient	
differing	 significantly	 from	 0	 (coefficient	 .23	 and	 p	 <	 .05),	 confirming	 that	 the	 more	 an	




research	 question.	 This	 study	 conclusively	 documents	 that	 the	 physical	 workplace	
environment	 of	 an	 organisation	 can	 influence	 creative	 performance	 as	measured	 by	 new	






organisation	with	 a	work	 environment	 score	 of	 90	was	 to	 increase	 this	 to	 the	maximum	
observed	score	of	145,	they	could	expect	to	increase	new	product	success	by	50	-	70%.	The	
authors	 argue	 that	 this	 can	 be	 realised	 as	 the	 creativity	 supporting	 work	 environment	
consists	 of	 separate	 elements	 that	 can	 be	 individually	 manipulated.	 This	 presents	 an	
instrumental	perspective,	where	an	organisation	can	make	the	rational	decision	to	support	
creative	work	through	the	office	setting	in	an	effort	to	meet	goals,	and	in	this	instance	the	






informants	 had	 been	 used.	 Other	 data	 collection	 methods	 than	 self-reporting,	 such	 as	




Physical	 space,	 culture	 and	 organisational	 creativity	 –	 a	 longitudinal	 study	 (Kallio,	
Kallio	and	Blomberg,	2015)	
Tomi	Kallio,	Kirsi-Mari	Kallio	and	Annika	Blomberg	are	consecutively	a	professor,	associative	
professor	 and	 postdoctoral	 researcher	 at	 the	 University	 of	 Turku	 in	 Finland.	 While	 this	
appears	 to	be	 their	 first	publication	specifically	 focusing	on	creativity	and	physical	 space,	
both	Kallio’s	are	well	published	authors	within	organisational	studies.	
The	purpose	of	 this	article	 is	 to	explore	 the	relationship	between	the	design	of	a	physical	
work	environment	and	organisational	creativity.	The	research	design	involves	a	qualitative	
longitudinal	case	study	involving	thematic	 interviews	and	personal	observations	over	two	
periods	 in	 late	 2007	 and	mid-2009.	During	 this	 time	 the	 organisation	 studied,	 a	 regional	
newspaper	 company	 with	 115	 employees,	 relocated	 from	 amalgamated	 offices	 across	 4	
floors	and	3	buildings,	to	a	centralised,	carefully	designed	and	newly	renovated	facility.	
The	 first	wave	of	 interviews	 focused	on	 the	 office	 layout	with	 separate	walled	 rooms	 for	
different	departments	and	administration,	long	corridors,	narrow	stairs	and	small	elevators,	
resulting	 in	 a	 dark,	 archaic	 and	 authoritarian	 space.	 It	 was	 perceived	 that	 despite	
management	promoting	an	egalitarian,	innovative	and	forward-looking	culture,	the	physical	
environment	 of	 the	 organisation	 symbolised	 a	 backward-looking,	 conservative	 and	
hierarchical	culture	that	hindered	organisational	creativity.	
The	second	wave	of	interviews	was	undertaken	9	months	post	relocation.	Employees	from	
all	 departments	 of	 the	 organisation	 had	 been	 involved	 in	 the	 design	 process	 of	 the	 new	
offices,	 choosing	 an	 unconventionally	 designed	 layout	 with	 unique	 and	 playful	 elements.	
These	new	premises	included	greater	degrees	of	openness	with	less	separation	through	walls	
and	 levels,	 and	 both	 intra-	 and	 inter-departmental	 interaction	 increased.	 Most	 ambient	
conditions	were	improved	in	the	move,	such	as	the	availability	of	natural	lighting,	with	the	






organisational	 culture,	 and	 can	 become	 a	 tool	 to	 instigate	 positive	 cultural	 change.	 The	
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physical	office	environment	can	allow	for	a	culture	conducive	 to	organisational	creativity,	
specifically	 through	 openness,	 equality	 and	 collectiveness.	 The	 first	 part	 of	 this	 thesis’	
research	question	is	clearly	affirmed,	as	this	study	documents	that	through	improving	the	
physical	office	environment	workplace	creativity	was	positively	impacted.	
This	study	 is	also	highly	relevant	 to	 the	second	part	of	 the	research	question.	Kallio	et	al.	
discuss	 eight	 factors	 of	 the	 physical	 work	 environment	 that	 can	 influence	 organisational	
creativity	and	thereby	either	promote	or	 inhibit	creativity.	A	traditional	 location	can	 limit	
organisational	 culture,	 thereby	 hindering	 creativity,	 while	 an	 edgy	 location	 can	 propel	 a	
forward	 facing	 identity	 that	 promotes	 creativity.	 Multiple	 floors	 can	 limit	 employee	
interactions	and	communication	and	negatively	influence	creativity,	while	fewer	levels	can	
increase	 a	 sense	 of	 belonging,	 collectively,	 equality	 and	 openness	 that	 is	 conducive	 to	




spontaneously.	This	contributes	 to	a	sense	of	collectiveness	and	was	 thought	 to	stimulate	
organisational	 creativity.	 Formal	 or	 hierarchal	 break	 spaces,	 such	 as	 those	 organised	 by	
managerial	 level	 or	departments	 can	hinder	 a	 creative	organisational	 environment,	while	
collective,	inclusive	and	informal	spaces	can	promote	creativity.	The	general	aesthetics	of	the	
original	 offices,	 with	 worn	 out	 and	 dated	 interiors,	 conservative	 art	 and	 small	 windows	
detracted	from	the	company	image.	Contrastingly,	the	unconventional	and	playful	decor,	a	
sense	of	history	and	high	ceiling	height	of	 the	new	offices	 create	 feelings	of	 appreciation,	




Within	 this	 study,	 the	 physical	work	 environment	 is	 documented	 to	 be	 an	 organisational	
symbol,	forming	organisational	culture,	identities	and	meanings.	It	reflects	underlying	values	






This	 chapter	 has	 presented	 18	 contemporary	 sources	 that	 contain	 relevant	 and	 reliable	
documentation	of	the	relationship	between	creativity	and	physical	work	environments.	This	
set	 of	 materials	 meets	 all	 necessary	 conditions	 discussed	 in	 Chapter	 4	 for	 a	 dependable	
literature	 review	 (Frey,	 2018)	 and	 simultaneously	 displays	 contrasting	 assumptions	 and	


















The	 first	 set	 of	 two	 articles	 (Kallio	 et	 al.,	 2015	 and	 Sailer,	 2011)	 are	 longitudinal	 studies	
following	two	organisations	at	several	points	in	time	during	their	relocations	to	new	facilities.	




fundamental	 contributer	 to	 creativity.	 Spaces	 for	 chance	 encounters	 with	 people	 from	
different	 teams	were	realised	 in	 the	relocation,	and	shown	to	positively	 impact	perceived	
creativity.	 Separate	 spaces	 for	 communication	 and	 concentration	were	 not	 realised	 to	 an	








unique	 and	 playful	 elements.	 Kallio	 et	 al.	 also	 conclude	 that	 given	 the	 complex	 nature	 of	
physical	work	environments	and	organisational	creativity	it	is	almost	impossible	to	analyse	
the	direct	relationship	between	the	two.	The	authors	use	the	concept	of	an	organisational	
culture	 conducive	 to	 creativity	 as	 a	 construct	 to	 connect	 the	 two	 key	 phenomena.	 They	
describe	how	the	physical	space	in	a	workplace	can	be	used	to	advance	cultural	change,	and	
in	particular	advance	the	emergence	of	a	culture	promoting	organisational	creativity.	In	this	













with	 only	 one	 case	 study	 based	 in	 Iran.	 Despite	 these	 studies	 involving	 different	
organisational	 types	 and	 sectors,	 all	 facilities	 had	 similar	 design	 philosophies	 and	
comparable	spatial	and	interior	features.	Architecture	and	interior	design	were	utilised	to	
stimulate	and	inspire	creativity,	with	unconventional	layouts,	unusual	wall	shapes	and	fun	
and	 playful	 elements.	 Spaces	 specifically	 for	 creative	work	 are	 generally	 described	 to	 be	





the	 construction	 of	 these	 spaces	 and	 their	 evaluation	 in	 these	 articles.	 Such	 “innovation	
labratories”	are	arguably	an	organisational	trend	of	the	early	twenty	first	centuary,	whose	
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significance	 for	 a	 company	 extends	 far	 beyond	 the	 hopefully	 innovative	 work	 that	 is	
undertaken	 in	 these	 spaces.	 They	 function	 as	 a	 staus	 symbol	 of	 creativity,	 potentially	




The	 next	 subset	 of	 literature	 sources	 have	 research	 designs	 involving	 analysis	 of	
organisations	workspaces	for	their	creative	potential	in	cross	sectional	studies.	These	studies	




support	 for	 creativity	 across	 21	 factors	 in	 the	 work	 environment,	 including	 12	 physical	
qualities.	These	authors	 also	wrote	 the	 first	 article	 summarised	 in	Chapter	5,	 and	 similar	












studies	 conducted	 by	 this	 research	 team;	 two	 studies	 involving	 274	 employees	 from	 27	
medium	sized	organisations	in	the	Netherlands	(Dul	et	al.,	2011),	and	60	managers	from	a	
manufacturing	 company	 in	 Turkey	 (Ceylan	 et	 al.,	 2008),	 also	 conclude	 that	 the	 physical	





methodologies	 and	 assumptions.	 They	 attempt	 to	 prove	 that	 a	 relationship	 between	 the	





In	 several	 of	 these	 studies	 creativity	has	been	measured	 in	 terms	of	 the	 amounts	 of	 new	
products	generated	and	the	success	of	these	new	products.	Assessing	creativity	in	this	way	
appears	 to	 be	 more	 dependable	 than	 the	 earlier	 discussed	 studies	 that	 have	 relied	 on	
employees	self-percieved	creativity.	It	offers	an	empirical	solution	to	quantify	and	document	











not	 the	 most	 creative	 ideas	 that	 are	 built	 or	 become	 the	 most	 successful	 buildings.	 The	
problems	discussed	with	measuring	both	self-percieved	and	product-related	creativity	cause	
me	 to	 question	whether	 it	 is	 inherently	 possible	 to	 reliably	 quantify	 such	 a	 complex	 and	
subjective	concept	as	creativity	across	different	organisations.	
Perhaps	 the	 solution	 could	 be	 smaller	 scale	 considered	 and	 detailed	 studies	 tailored	 to	
individual	 organisations	 or	 employees?	 Martens	 (2011)	 conducted	 ten	 in	 depth	 semi-
structured	 interviews	 with	 leaders	 within	 creative	 industries	 in	 the	 UK.	 The	 interviews	
concluded	that	the	physical	work	environments	of	these	individuals	can	both	stimulate	and	
inhibit	 creativity.	 Martens	 describes	 that	 this	 often	 happens	 in	 an	 indirect	 way	 and	 the	
relationship	 between	 creativity	 and	 the	 physical	 environment	 has	 both	 plurality	 and	
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complexity.	 Similar	 conclusions	 were	 reached	 by	 Lee	 (2016)	 through	 questionaires	
completed	by	26	representatives	from	22	start	up	firms	across	varying	industies	in	Michigan;	
and	Hoff	and	Öberg	(2015)	with	semi-structured	interviews	with	13	digital	artists	working	
within	 office	 environments	 in	 Europe.	 While	 these	 studies	 attempt	 to	 establish	 that	 a	
relationship	of	 influence	exists	between	the	physical	work	environment	and	creatvity,	 the	








their	 size,	 shape,	 light,	 surface	materials	 and	 internal	organisation	and	accoring	 to	where	
participants	 felt	 like	 they	 would	 feel	 most	 and	 least	 creative.	 Through	 identifying	
























this	 relationship	 would	 generate	 interesting	 and	 relevant	 results.	 The	 uniformity	 and	
apparent	 strength	 of	 these	 assumptions	 causes	me	 to	 question	 if	 it	 is	 possible	 to	 obtain	
contradictory	 conclusions	 while	 working	 from	 within	 this	 environment.	 Even	 studies	
conducted	with	a	basis	in	instrumentalism	and	rational	empirical	data	display	influences	of	
symbolism,	following	current	organisational	customs	and	trends.	It	can	be	questioned	what	








































Many	 of	 these	 physical	 elements	 have	 been	 studied	 individually	 in	 different	 studies	 (e.g.	
odour	by	Knasko,	1992;	plants	by	Shibata	and	Suzuki,	2004;	and	 lighting	by	Kombeiz	and	























Daylight	 5.38	 1.50	 4.18	 1.97	
Quantity	of	light	 5.31	 1.45	 4.46	 1.78	
Indoor	(physical)	climate	 5.16	 1.40	 3.89	 1.71	
Sound	 4.96	 1.45	 3.50	 1.69	
Privacy	 4.85	 1.46	 3.52	 1.86	
Window	view	to	natural	elements	 4.79	 1.86	 3.77	 2.16	
Any	window	view	 4.78	 1.77	 4.22	 2.16	
Smell	 4.48	 1.63	 3.66	 1.76	
Furniture	 3.61	 1.64	 3.36	 1.64	
Inspiring	colours	 3.41	 1.67	 2.53	 1.47	
Calming	colours	 3.29	 1.67	 3.09	 1.66	
	
The	 traits	 of	 lighting,	 both	 the	quantity	 and	 the	presence	of	 daylight,	 the	 indoor	physical	
climate	 (including	 temperature,	 humidity	 and	 air	 quality),	 privacy	 and	 sound	 (or	 lack	 of	
noise)	 were	 perceived	 to	 be	 the	 most	 important	 physical	 factors	 for	 creativity	 in	 this	
population.	Window	views,	including	those	to	nature,	were	considered	important.	Furniture,	
plants,	 inspiring	 colours	 and	 calming	 colours	 were	 of	 significantly	 less	 importance,	 with	
mean	scores	under	4	out	of	7.	It	is	interesting	to	note	that	with	the	exception	of	these	last	four	
less	 important	 physical	 traits,	 the	 mean	 importance	 scores	 for	 the	 other	 physical	















creativity	 is	 viewed	 as	 a	 process,	 and	 after	 conducting	 in-depth	 interviews	 the	 authors	
suggest	 that	 the	 physical	 environment	 can	 offer	 support	 for	 creativity	 in	 three	 ways;	





















exercise.	 Wellbeing	 from	 a	 home-like	 supporting	 atmosphere.	 Possibly	
increases	a	desire	to	work	longer.	






Non-hierarchical	spaces	 Team	 level	 support:	 idea	 that	 a	 feeling	 of	 equality	 is	 conducive	 to	
creativity.	E.g.	open	plan	spaces.	
Inspirational	support	 Increase	creativity	and	quality	





Stimulating:	 flexibility,	 dynamic,	 varying	 levels,	 sizes	 and	 openness.	
Inhibiting:	uniform,	fixed,	repetitive.	









connection	 and	 communication,	 distraction	 free	work,	 stress	management	 and	 creativity.	





present	 for	 optimal	 creative	work	 environments.	 The	 contradiction	 between	 a	 desire	 for	
open	 plan	 spaces	 for	 communication	 flow	 and	 a	 concurrent	 requirement	 for	 quiet	 and	
sheltered	 private	 spaces	 for	 creative	 work	 is	 discussed,	 and	 combated	 by	 the	 author’s	
suggestion	of	several	specific	purpose	spaces.	This	concept	of	several	varying	workspaces,	
instead	 of	 one	 universal	 space,	 challenges	 the	 assumptions	 of	 the	 first	 group	 of	 studies	
discussed.	What	constitutes	balance	between	an	 inspirational	 space	and	a	distracting	one	
appears	to	be	highly	individual,	with	little	consensus	relating	to	some	elements	of	interior	





flow	of	 creative	 thinking	within	 the	 study	of	 spaces	designed	 specifically	 for	 creativity	 in	
Scandinavia	and	Germany.	This	study	also	places	weight	on	the	importance	of	stimulating	
interior	design	including	unusual	shapes	and	forms,	colour,	materials,	light	and	furnishings	









Another	study,	 conducted	by	Lee	 (2016),	 further	documents	 the	 importance	of	additional	
spaces	and	aesthetics	through	in-depth	structured	interviews	with	creative	employees	from	
22	start-up	organisations	in	Michigan.	Table	6.3.4	summarises	seven	features	that	were	found	




























This	 study	 also	 investigates	 these	 characteristics	 perceived	 criticalness	 or	 importance	 to	
creative	outcomes	and	their	practicality	to	implement	for	both	workplace	professionals	and	
an	 organisations	 CEO	 or	 founder.	While	 there	was	 relatively	 little	 deviation	 between	 the	

































































status.	 Elements	 that	 reinforce	 workplace	 status	 were	 seen	 to	 inhibit	 organisational	





or	 elements	 of	 the	 physical	workplace	 that	 have	 been	documented	 to	 promote	 or	 inhibit	
creativity.	Arguably	most	importantly	are	some	basic	working	conditions	that	need	to	be	met	
for	 creative	 work	 to	 occur,	 such	 as	 light,	 temperature,	 sound,	 ergonomic	 furniture	 and	














Ceylan	 (2011,	 2014)	 and	 Lukerman	&	Burgess-Limerick	 (2013),	 it	 is	 possible	 to	 also	 see	
symbolism	at	play	within	these	sources.	It	is	the	socially	created	standards	and	conventions	




colours	 symbolise	 for	 the	 workplace,	 rather	 than	 that	 a	 particular	 wall	 colour	 in	 itself	
influences	 creative	 outcomes.	 This	 symbolism	 that	 is	 present	 even	 within	 outwardly	
instrumental	studies	creates	a	type	of	dualism.	We	see	that	many	elements	of	the	physical	

























promote	or	 inhibit	 creativity	with	 this	 literature	 selection.	Firstly	 those	 that	govern	basic	
working	conditions	that	need	to	be	met	for	creative	work	to	occur,	such	as	light,	temperature,	
sound,	 ergonomic	 furniture	and	 sufficient	 space.	 Secondly,	 a	 variation	of	 spaces	has	been	
shown	to	promote	organisational	creativity,	ideally	balancing	team	and	private	spaces,	and	
designated	spaces	for	working	and	relaxation	or	fun.	Finally,	an	overall	level	of	aesthetics	and	
interior	 design	 has	 been	 frequently	 documented	 to	 support	 workplace	 creativity.	 These	
qualities	function	on	both	instrumental	and	symbolic	levels.	Some	elements,	like	temperature	
or	smell,	appear	to	function	in	a	similar	way	across	most	organisations	to	either	promote	or	
inhibit	 creativity,	 and	 are	 predominantly	 instrumental,	 while	 other	 qualities	 such	 as	
aesthetics	 are	 recognised	 to	 function	 at	 a	 figurative	 level,	 as	 important	 as	 symbols	 to	
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sources,	 where	my	 own	 perceptions	 and	 assumptions	 have	 shaped	 both	 the	 selection	 of	






across	different	 industries	or	geographical	 locations.	While	 this	would	present	 interesting	
material,	and	potentially	further	validate	several	of	the	conclusions	of	this	thesis,	my	own	
interpretation	 is	 that	new	 research	 should	 focus	on	developing	 a	 language	 to	discuss	 the	
combined	concepts	of	creativity	and	the	physical	workplace	setting.	This	language	must	be	
able	to	encompass	and	differentiate	between	instrumental	and	symbolic	assumptions,	and	











































































































































































Spaces:	 Towards	 a	 Framework	 for	 Understanding	 the	 Role	 of	 the	 Physical	 Environment	 in	
Innovation.	Creativity	and	Innovation	Management,	16(1),	pp.	53-65.	
	
Oldham,	 G.	 and	 Brass,	 D.	 (1979)	 Employee	 Reactions	 to	 an	 Open-plan	 Office:	 A	 Naturally	
Occurring	Quasi	Experiment.	Administrative	Science	Quarterly,	24(2)	pp.	267-284.	
	

















































































Creative,	creativity,	innovation		 Physical	 work	 environment,	 physical	 setting,	
physical	context,	work	environment,	workplace,	





outcomes,	 creative	 results,	 innovative	
results	
Spatial	 planning,	 room	 design,	 rooms,	 ancillary	
spaces,	 open	plan,	 open	plan	 offices,	 traditional	
office	 design,	 office	 size,	 office	 complexity,	
building	 design,	 building	 complexity,	 privacy,	
light,	 lighting,	natural	 lighting,	artificial	 lighting,	
daylight,	windows,	view,	nature	view,	materials,	
natural	 materials,	 colours,	 interior	 elements,	
architectural	 elements,	 furniture,	 furnishings,	
plants,	 flowers,	 aesthetic	 objects,	 interior	
decorations,	 ambient	 conditions,	 sounds,	 smell,	
temperature,	air	quality	
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Appendix	Table	3:	Feature	map/	Questionnaire,	as	discussed	in	Chapter	4.4.	
	
	 Question	 Notes	
	 Part	1:	General	Information	 	
1	 Author/s	 -	
2	 Year	of	publication	 Ranging	from	1992	-	2017	
3	 Title	 -	
4	 Publication	medium	 Journal,	book,	thesis	etc.	
5	 Publication	name	 E.g.	Journal	name	
6	 Location	/	country	 Place	of	research	/	institution,	or	place	of	
publication	if	unavailable.	
7	 Discipline	 E.g.	Psychology,	management,	architecture,	etc.	
	 Part	2:	Reliability	 	
8	 SJR	Journal	H-index	 Typically	ranging	from	about	20	-	200	
9	 Google	scholar	author	H-index	 Typically	ranging	from	about	0	-	100	
10	 Number	of	citations	within	source	 -	
11	 Cited	by	(BIBSYS)	 -	
12	 Institutions	involved	in	study	 E.g.	university	name	
13	 Author	duplicity	 Has	the	same	author/s	contributed	to	multiple	
selected	sources?	
	 Part	3:	Relevance	 	
14	 Purpose	of	literature	source	 -	
15	 Is	this	purpose	objective	or	subjective?	 -	
16	 Relevance	to	the	physical	working	environment	
as	a	whole	
-	
17	 Relevance	to	particular	features	of	the	physical	
working	environment	
-	
18	 Relevance	to	organisational	creativity	 -	
19	 How	is	creativity	defined	within	the	article?	 -	
20	 At	what	level	is	creativity	discussed	or	studied?	 E.g.	at	an	individual,	team	or	organisational	level	
	 Part	4:	Method	/	Research	Design	 	
21	 Is	the	study	empirical?	 Extent	of	empiricism	
22	 Is	the	study	qualitative	or	quantitative?	 Or	a	combination	of	both,	triangulation,	etc.	
23	 What	is	the	research	type?	 Descriptive,	case	study,	correlational,	
experimental,	review,	meta-analytic	or	other.	
24	 What	is	the	grouping/time	frame	of	the	study?	 Cross	sectional,	cohort,	longitudinal,	other.	
Studied	over	a	long	or	short	period.	
25	 In	which	year	was	the	study	conducted?	 Ranging	from	1992	-	2017	
26	 What	are	the	methods	of	data	collection?	 Observation,	survey,	structured/non	structured	
interviews.	
27	 How	is	the	variable	of	the	physical	environment	
measured?	
Quantitatively	or	qualitatively?	
28	 How	is	the	variable	of	creativity	measured?		 Quantitatively	or	qualitatively?	
29	 Is	the	publication	deductive,	inductive	or	
adductive?	
-	
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	 Part	5:	Organisations	in	Study	 	
30	 Number	 -	
31	 Response	rate	 -	
32	 Locations	 Areas/state	and	country	
33	 Sizes	 Number	of	employees	
34	 Branch	/	industry	 Variation	or	constant	in	study	
35	 Sector	 Public	or	private	
36	 Selection	criteria	 -	
	 Part	6:	Theoretical	Background	 	
37	 Does	the	literature	discuss	a	theoretical	basis	
for	the	research?	
-	
38	 What	theoretical	assumptions	are	described	
within	in	the	literature?	
-	
39	 What	inadvertent	theoretical	assumptions	are	
present	in	the	literature?	
-	
40	 Can	the	article	be	considered	to	be	based	upon	
instrumental	or	symbolic	ideologies?	
Or	both	/	a	combination.	
	 Part	7:	Results	 	
41	 Does	the	literature	answer	part	one	of	the	
research	question?	
Is	it	documented	that	the	physical	workplace	
environment	influences	creativity?	
42	 Does	the	literature	answer	part	two	of	the	
research	question?	
What	conditions	or	elements	of	the	physical	
workplace	are	believed	to	promote	or	inhibit	
creativity?	
43	 In	the	literature,	what	results	are	emphasized?	 -	
44	 How	are	these	results	explained	and	accounted	
for?	
-	
45	 What	originality	or	new	results	does	this	study	
have?	
-	
46	 What	limitations	does	this	study	have?	 -	
47	 Relevance	to	organisational	creativity	 -	
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